1 The AMSTAR checklist has been shown to be a valid and reliable tool (Shea et al., 2009) . We used the Scottish Inter-collegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN) checklist, which rephrases the first three AMSTAR items into the first four SIGN items. In terms of good practice, in Common et al. (this issue) two people selected studies, whereas in terms of transparent reporting, they explicit state that only publications from refereed journals were used. Maggin et al.'s (this issue) review also includes conference papers and technical reports, thus not using publication status as an inclusion criterion. A noteworthy aspect of the Barton et al. (this issue) review is that the possibility of publication bias was explicitly assessed.
The only disagreement in applying the checklist was whether Maggin et al. (this issue) meet the criterion of listing excluded studies: they do list the studies excluded from the meta-analysis, but not the ones excluded from the systematic review, as distinguished in PRISMA statement2.
Aims of the Present Commentary
The commentary on the three exemplars will focus on the following topics: (a) the assessment of functional relations via visual analysis; (b) the effect size indices used; and (c) the assessment of methodological quality. We also point at aspects illustrating the progress in research synthesis and issues needing further research and discussion. Finally, we include the independently provided opinion of an expert in systematic reviews (the second author), who does not work in the SCRD field: each comment ends with a paragraph referred to as the "external perspective".
Commentary on the Exemplars
Functional assessment-based interventions for students with or at-risk for high incidence disabilities: field-testing single-case syntheses (Common, Lane, Pustejovsky, Johnson, & Johl) .
First, the visual analysis used for assessing the presence of a functional relation is based on the criteria by Gast and Spriggs (2014) , which enhance the objective and systematic application of visual analysis. Additional assessment of the difference between conditions could be performed Second, regarding the effect sizes used, this exemplar illustrates well the challenges that single-case meta-analysts face. The between-cases standardized mean difference (BC-SMD) is a reasonable choice, but it is applicable to few of the studies included in the systematic review. In order to be able to compute an effect size for each participant, the log response ratio is used, which is also justified, as it yields meaningful information in terms of percentage change and also allows obtaining confidence intervals around the summary measures. Further challenges faced in the use of the log response ratio are the assumptions of stable data and lack of autocorrelation, the second of which is dealt with by using robust variance estimation.
Third, in terms of assessing the methodological quality of the studies included in the Concerning the aspects still in need of development, it is important that researchers be aware of (and deal with) the dependency between outcomes belonging to the same study: Common et al. use robust variance estimation and an explicit mention that this procedure is also useful for that purpose would have addressed this topic. A second aspect that requires further clarification in order to guide researchers performing systematic reviews is whether the publication bias has to be evaluated statistically or it can be gauged according to the degree of transparency and comprehensiveness of the literature search. A third aspect requiring more space is a discussion of generalization to other individuals in order to make specific recommendations for practice.
Finally, the external perspective highlights authors' efforts dedicated to identifying relevant records in diverse sources (i.e., four electronic databases, ancestral searchers, hand searchers in six journals, and contact with two authors), meeting all criteria for a comprehensive search (Higgins et al., 2013 ). An additional strength refers to the thoroughness of the coding process for guaranteeing its reliability (i.e., training of coders and at least 85% of inter-rater agreement).
Transparency and replicability may benefit from either listing the studies that did not fulfill the inclusion criteria (e.g., in a supplementary material), describing the reasons for their exclusion (e.g., in a flow diagram), or both. Such information, especially in relation to studies excluded due to lack of information or poor methodological quality, would help enhancing future research. Table 2S and (b) the comments on the intention to include further moderators, which could not be materialized due to of lack of variation and of information. In relation to moderator analysis, we consider that a meta-analysis could be strengthened by specifying the theoretical or empirical bases for selecting moderators and also by discussing not only the results of statistically significant moderators (when such are found), but also by further examining of the negative results of the moderator analysis. Specifically, researchers could consider whether negative results are related to the number of studies included (i.e., low statistical power) or to the (lack of) availability of information on participant, intervention, or setting characteristics. ), where 2 is the variance of the baseline data, 2 is the variance of the intervention phase data, ̅ is baseline mean and ̅ is the intervention phase mean; always referring to the last three measurements per phase.
